This ERP study investigates whether a superfluous prosodic break (i.e., a prosodic break that does not coincide with a syntactic break) has more severe processing consequences during auditory sentence comprehension than a missing prosodic break (i.e., the absence of a prosodic break at the position of a syntactic break). Participants listened to temporarily ambiguous sentences involving a prosody-syntax match or mismatch. The disambiguation of these sentences was always lexical in nature in the present experiment. This contrasts with a related study by Pauker, Itzhak, Baum, and Steinhauer (2011), where the disambiguation was of a lexical type for missing PBs and of a prosodic type for superfluous PBs. Our results converge with those of Pauker et al. (2011): superfluous prosodic breaks lead to more severe processing problems than missing prosodic breaks. Importantly, the present results extend those of Pauker et al. (2011) showing that this holds when the disambiguation is always lexical in nature. Furthermore, our results show that the way listeners use prosody can change over the course of the experiment which bears consequences for future studies.
Introduction
To understand a sentence, listeners have to construct a representation of the syntactic and semantic structure of the sentence. To derive this representation, they need information about which words belong to the same syntactic constituent and which words belong to different syntactic constituents. In the auditory modality, a prosodic break (PB) or prosodic boundary can provide helpful information in this respect. A PB is usually realized as a pause in the speech signal, preceded by articulatory lengthening of the word preceding the pause and a boundary tone on this word. ERP research on the role of prosody in auditory sentence comprehension is still relatively scarce. The available ERP research has shown that listeners take a PB as an indication of a syntactic break in a sentence, that is, the position where a new syntactic constituent starts (e.g., Bögels, Schriefers, Vonk, & Chwilla, 2011a; Bögels, Schriefers, Vonk, Chwilla, & Kerkhofs, 2010; Steinhauer, Alter, & Friederici, 1999; see Bögels, Schriefers, Vonk, & Chwilla, 2011b , for a review of ERP studies on the role of PBs in sentence processing). Conversely, one could hypothesize that the absence of a PB can indicate the opposite, a possibility that has been studied much less. When no PB is present (i.e., no pause, lengthening, or boundary tone, but rather normal pitch accents on the content words), listeners might infer that the syntactic constituent is not yet completed, that is, the absence of a PB would signal syntactic cohesion (see Cutler, Dahan, & van Donselaar, 1997, p. 169) . The present study investigates the relative processing consequences of the presence versus absence of a PB, and is in this respect similar to a recent study by Pauker, Itzhak, Baum, and Steinhauer (2011). Pauker et al. (2011) propose the Boundary Deletion Hypothesis. According to this hypothesis, the presence of a PB is a stronger cue than the absence of a PB. As Pauker et al. (2011) argue, it is costly to mentally delete a PB from the sentence when it turns out not to coincide with a syntactic break. By contrast, it should be less costly to mentally insert a PB into a certain position in the sentence, when this position turns out to correspond with a syntactic break. According to Pauker et al. (2011) , this might be the case because a PB is a rather salient prosodic cue, and it would therefore be hard for a listener to imagine it to be produced 'by mistake'. Conversely, it would be more likely that a listener considers the absence of a PB as a potential PB that has not been produced to its full extent. The Boundary Deletion Hypothesis thereby assumes a prosodic repair of the sentence (mentally deleting or inserting a PB) after the prosody-syntax mismatch has been noticed. In the present paper we will stick to the term Boundary Deletion Hypothesis. However, we would like to stress that, with using this term, we do not imply any commitment as to the type of revision that is needed in the case of a superfluous (or missing) PB (i.e., whether 
